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Ca Acgyst 20, 1871, tne Suprere Couwrt of California rendered & Secision

S . o . . . i
in the cases~uf Serrano v. Pricst waich has the potential of revoluticnizing

. " .touches uo
i heve explain
full entit

= A
»

to such interost

[
Uas518

constitutzd 1S not neciasary 4
nt cf any cirzelling stete interast. )
~. : Since it does not withsland the reguisite "strict !
\\\. scrutiny," it “enies to the pleintiffs and otners simi-
\\ .. Tarly sicuated the equal protection of the daws., If
the ellegations of aré sustained, the
f Vo 7o statutes cosprising

: Ay
Excent fur Hawall wihich functions &s a single school district, every
state including New York could be subjected to similar charges cnd to su;ilar

rulings. Close on the heols of the Calitornia decision came cihers of the

sem e reture in Minnosota, Teses, mrizong, end lew Jerscy, In the first suit

broosnt in Now York Stete, the court heid that the plzintive Jacked a suffi-

cient compleint and that tnis was a metter of Tegislative prercgative. A
o B C . o
second suit is row tefore the court. The Texas case, Rodrigquez v. Sin

been appecled to U.S. Supreme

Cowrt. TATTuling g gspected in the fall. New York joined with several.
other states }o piedd for the reversal of the lowe} court cecision. chd?3~ _ o
less of the oytcore, the challenges offexisting financial systems wil]’con— )
tinue, rot cnly in the courts but also in legislative bodies.

Even nithout ju}iciul prescura, it would be imperative to reexamine
ine meri:s of the predent and propoused school finance proceddras in the e

Tight of broadened definitions of eguality of educational apportunities \-~J

- bro.sht about by the heightened social awarcdness of existing inequalities

Ve
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_* and the harm they bear fﬁ:;fffure genexations. The Fleischmann Cernission

" gid precisely this in recommending full state funding of a uniform experdi-
Lur levgl.] In so doigg, it a2nalyzed and rejected an alternative epprdach
- 4
. to equality--district power ecualizing. The purpose of this paper is to
L]

take another look at the rerits of a district power equalizing formula wifh

the thought in mind that the Commission may have under-estimzted its poten- 4 : ¢

tial. - Thke paper will review the missions of school financial structuKSi,/éd
. !

-the well documented inequities of the present system. It wilt discuss some
i, .
of the shortcomings of the Fleischmann Commission recommandations and will
Y
present an alternative approach - power equalization with absolute expendi-

¢

ture limits. Data are for the'1970-7f school year unless otherwise indicated. ,&’

Missions of statg aig to schaols. The state censtitution clearly

specifies education as a function of state government. Hisierically, New

,York-foundiit useful to subdivide into school districts tc cerey on this
function, partly odt of administrative necesﬁity and partly out of a
deliberzte strategy Eo encourage the spread of public scheoling in a pericd
when school gttendanqe was vq]untary and formal schqoling was.sg% closely

jirked to'personal success. " In dividing the state into schodl districts,
g .

I nequitiés anong the subdivisions vere inevitable in he;lth of local units, ~

cational aspirations of the citizens, leadership, etc. State zid and

. . .
general state supervision were looked updn as means for reducing the ré-
sulting ihequities, i.e., to "equalize".

yser. It may

The meaning of equalization will vary according to

“refer to inputs te the educational process (the amount of resouryas allocated ™ -

to each child's eduéation); it may refer to outputs.{é standard of perfor-
nence to be mat by qraduateé of the educational process); or jt may refer to
effort (the proportion of available resources whigh are required by public -

v
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school institutions). Equah’zed performance standards"(outputs)’imply that

.

nofe resources (1nputs) will have to pe a]located to the education of some

cnlldren than to others. By the same‘toren equal inputs to the educational _///
prdéess may yield unequal levels of, perfonnance. Equalized effert may,rgsult -
in Foth unequal inputs and unequal outputs;‘ ’ . Lo -

New York State has long expressed allegience to the concept of equal”’ b T ,
educationai opportunities. Its manifestations have changed with changing. ‘
social conditions. This was a basic objective of the common schoo}‘hovement :
of ®he 19th century. Early in the 20th century the state recognized that

. the conwmon schdbl equalized opportunities (inputs) enly within a district
B and not among districts. Many scﬁoo‘\fistricts, especially those 1nzrura1 .

areas, were unable to support what was tqrmed an adequate minimur. educational
. Al ~

R program because of di;trict poverty. QQFtundation Aid Program was ihple~
rented in 1925 expressly for tpe pdrpose of assurind all children in the
state access to at least such a minimum stéadard. As long as equality was
defined in tgrms of minimum standards, va;iatiéns in additiom) expendi tures
Wera not yiewed-as~being inegyiteble. . . o -
Tbe foundation program approach was desiyned to equalize inputs and
effortll Through the spartity correction, hcwever, the state reéognizedﬂthat
’ .equa]-inﬁuts (i.e., properly qualified teachers and specialists) co§€ more
in small districts than in.1arge ones because Of the economies of ‘scale !
rea]iztd by the latter. In recent years the state has become'increasingiy
cognjzant of equa]iiing outputs Special” aid to children with educational .
.dlsabilitles including distfce frcm schoo] (transportation aid) represents
a shift in this directidn. The federa] cpmpensatory education qrograms._
especialiy ESEA Title 1, are Othex attéhpts at qua]iziné EutpﬁtS'with

unequal 1nputs. < o

. ’ . B
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Functiohally, equality of educaticnal opportunity in this stee has (/

been defiged for a rural-setting, This way perfectly appropriabe when the

foundation p?og;aﬁ approach was adapted because at that time the most serious
L]

—_

'depriv dn the country. }n the helf century s{nce then, the stete :
. gone through njthing shbrt of a demographic revolution., It has roved .
" from a politically mingnt smali town/rural population with a fewrlarge

wealthy urban®centers to a large wealthy suburban popu1atioh ceﬁtered around
poor urban cores. Accommadations in schqol financing have been rade to‘this

massive population shift within the structure of the existing formula while

a whole reorientation and restructdring of the %ystem is called for. Iﬁg_;i'j ,L.l [
principal -accommodation has been the ld?gé proportion of "tax broadening" aid o
which Has been built inio the fﬁun@qgign_fnrmulh. ‘Tax broadening aid 1; de~
signed to\sﬁiét schoo?4§upp25t fraA local prapersy taxas to state.levied non-
property taxe§. Ay;pééial study cbnducfed for the ¥1ei§chmann Commission
estimates that between 2/3 and‘4/5 of the present general aid is for suéh
pd;pose.z Its principle manifestation™is in the $310 per pupil flat grant
" extended to all di;tricts‘}eg%rdless of l?cal taxing abdbility. The effec-
tiveness of distributfné su;hka targe proportior. of tax brqaéening aid )
through\a fonﬂﬁla designed for equalizaticp purposes'wfll Fe questioned
below. ({Threughout the paper, the gﬁisting percéntage equalizing }orhula

will be considered a feundation formula. Lhen adohted in 1962 it held great

promise for being something more, bui the ceiling on aidable experditurds has . *
& . . ,

© been kept sc Tow that it has {functicned as the féqndation program which it

" supplanted.) |
Tax breadenﬁng has becotre a second mission of state aid as real prop-
A r
erty has constituted a smalier and smaller portion of the state's total

wealth. Since the principal seurce of local revenue for both municipal an& .

T
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educational purposes is the property tax, p?:?erty tax rates would be

unbearable in all but a few communifies if idwere,not for state aid which

.

1s derived from other classifications of wealth. - The properiy tax is re-~

gressive in {ncidence {taxes the poor relatively more than the rich). Revenue
v, collected at the state levei, primarily from sales Pnd income taxes, tends
{ ] to be proportional to slightly progressive iq_incidence. Contempor%py
‘ thinking favors {axxgtructures which are overaJl progressive. Becd;se of
cite regqpssivévnature, and because at its present level if~amounfs to an

almost confiscatory 30% excise tax on housing, there’ is gereral agreement

among economists and public finance authorities that.there ig an over-veliance

3

upon the property tax.” It is, therefore, considered desirable ‘to reduce the

K - parfigd.of school revenue derived from .the progerty tax and to’increase the*
propoktion derived from non-préperty taxes.

It‘js cgnce{vable that such a shift c0ulq'bg accomplished by authorizing
local school djstr1cts to levy Pon-prqpertx taxes. Considering the domination
of non-property taxes by ‘the state and federal éovern:n:ar;ts and the difficulﬁ{y

© of collecting such taxes at the tocal level, such an approach is being dis-
counted. Thfs leaves increased participatién in school Financing by the
statz and federal 9averm:ents. as the orﬂ/y viable means for reducing the role
of the property tax on school finant%ng. The treng over the last five years
has bean precisely the cpposft;—of that desired. ance the close of YWorld
. War I1, state aid had increased in NewiYork from 32% of :Ptal expendi tures b
"v48.3: in.1968—69. Since that time the percentage has receded to 42.8%, the
- Towest point éince 1661-62. Less than 5% of total expenditures are verived 4
fron federal aid leaving over half of the cost to be raised locally, pri-
mA}TIy through properfy. One cannot contemplate increasing the state's par-

_ ticipation in school costs, however, without®also considering the financial

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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crisis of the;§t§te, In this respect £he praspects of faderal aid are en-
couraging, even fhrough a general revenue shafing procedure.

- In any event, it is Bighly uhlikely that the prbperty tax will be re-
pla;ed in the near future. It presently. produces over $2 biilion per‘yu}r
for schoois alone in Rew Yd;k'State. The ecoﬁomic displacement which would
result from suddenly raising this amount yith non-property taxes is too great
to contemﬁ]ate. For this reason it is jfgera;ive that the'praperty tax re-
source be used 35 efficiently as possfb{e. The qual{ty”of administration of
the ﬁroperty ta% varies markedly throughout the state. The state passed
important -legislation in I?Z] to improve sueh administration, but substan-
tially more negdg to be'dche. But no matter how well theﬂassessing of .
property is carried out, as long @5 taxing units are highly fragrented, there
will be a great dea) of variation in the amount of the pro?érty resource
available for the support of educational services,ndi;t}{ct by district. Thiﬁ
fesuits In unoer fa;ation of property resources in some districts and dver
taxaﬁion‘;n others.’ ’ . S . .

Iﬁ summary it can be said that state aid is necessary only beczuse of
the state's earl} decision to decentralize the administration and finance of
ité educational function; Given decentralization; state aid is then required
to restore equity within the grid of local school districts in terms of edu-~

cational inputs, outputs and effort. The diminishing importance of real

" property as a component of taxable wealth leads to a second importent missicn

of st te aid, that of tax breadering. -

Inequities of the present formula. The inequities of the present ar-

rangement for financing school services have been dodumanted ad nauseum. The
purpose of this section is merely to surmarize what has been.viell established
through thorough investigation elsewhere. i v

~6 - .

*
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The major flaw in the present financing arrangement is the extent‘tpw
which the staEe ;el es on the school cistrict for making fiscal decisicﬁs and
raising school revenue. There is no rationale for the size and character of
districts okher than historical accident. As a result, stme are very rich
whlle others are very poor. Many are all thte, a few are 1arge1y blgcx
Some are dominantly upper middle class; others are rurz] farm. Few scheool
districts, if any, represent the rich diversity of the state. The range in
full property valuation per pupil is from $4,000 to $210,000. This has a
praf%und 1mpacf at the district Ieiel upon the amount of resources made
available for schooling purposes as is shown by Table 1 reporting data for
1970-71. Average expenditure per pupil (column 4) increases for.each cate-
gory from $894 to $1,668 as taxable property wealth increases (co1dmns 1 and
2). For the lowest wealth category to finance a proiram equal to that feund
in the highest category would require a tax rate of $89.73 per 51,000 of full
property value (column 6). Tne highest category districts finance that.lewvel
proéram with a tax rate of $19.59. A1l districts below the state average
valuation per pupil ($33,700) would require a confiscatory tax rate to finance
a STiGOB,progq&ﬁ. Obviously inputs and effort are nofl equalized.

State aid is supposed to compénsate for variation in local gaxing power
but it doesn't. As a1réady noted, as much as, 4/5 of state aid goes for tax
broadening purposes. Because-the basic %ormula is designed for equalization
purpases, neither equalization nor tax broadening cbjectives are adequately
served by this practice. The most serious‘énti~equa1ization features of the
preseﬁtAfonnula are the $860 par pupil ceiling onbexpenditures approved for
state aid, the $310 per pupil flat grant, indefinite'!ave-harﬁiess\pfavi-
sions, fand the 90% sharing limitation.

Because of the low leve]l of the "ceiling" and because of the wide
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Table 1. Expenditure amd Tax Rate by Taxable Weaith Categories for New York 3tate School Districts - Awwo-uwl
- ) i ®
- (1) 2y (3 {4) (5) ~(6) {7) {(8)
< ' . Power ’
£qualized
, Property Program
: “n Tax Rate Which -
: Needed to Could Be Actual Actual
Average - Average Finance a Financed Sum of Revenue
. - | Estimated | Number | Operating® |[Tax Rate $1608 With Actual | State Aid | In Excess
. Taxable iealth Per Pupil Median of Expenses On Full *| Progran Tax Rate & & Local of Power
1945-70 for Cowputing Wealth for | Pupils Per WADA Value - Under | 47.5% State Aid | Equalized s
State: Aid in 1970-71 Category {002) 1970-71 1970-71 [ Status Quo Sharing* 1970-71 Revenue
Und2g $12,000 $10,000 116 § 894 $18.33 $89.73 $1279 1N -$99 '
) $12,000 - $19,99% 16,500 674 970 20.7 59.36 1435 © 1236 - 205
$23,000 - $27,999. 23,500 746 1063 2258 45.78 1560 .Auo» - 256 "
. $22,000 - $35,999 32,000 423 1127 |..22.80 '37.80 1580 1405 - 175
) mmo.oooﬁn $43,999 404,000 175 1203 2230 32.37 1543 1394 - 149
$45,000 -~ $51,999 46,000 152 1289 22.15 29.09 1532 uw“m + 83
T -l <ohx City. 49,453 998 1259 18.87 25.93 1307 1565 + 258
352,000 - 359,939 54,500 58 1497 23.86 26.35 1653 1770 + 117 —
i Lo
. $62,000 & er : 68,000 74 > 1608 19.59 19.59 1354 1878 + 524 m
State 36,350 346 1160 20.66 33.65 . 1430 1430 0
~*Actual perce tage that state. aid.reppesented of state and local funds. . -
. , . - 8- - . ’
-, N B 2 *
- s -}

- : !
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variation in the ability of schog: districts -to raise property taxes, the

ceiling has kept expenditures dokn in poor districts at the:expense of pro-
gram and has done little to check the luxurious tastes of wealthy districts.
In 1969-70, with an aid ceiling of SSEO per pupii, operating expenditures
Eénged from $633 per pupil to $3,335 w'ch a state median figure of $1,097.
Even in removing the extreme ueviates, the range was substantial. The 10th
percentile district expenditure wa§'$790 ¢ompared with $1,305 for the 90th
p:rcentife district. The expenditure gap between these deciles has grown {n
three years from $515 in 1969-70 to $650.

The inability of prgsent procedures to effectively provide eitherJéquaI~
ization or tax broadeniné assistance are‘illustrated by columns 7, 8 and 9
of Table 1. Column 7 reports what the average expe;;iturc level for each
category would be given their actual tax rate {column 5) and assuming full
equalization with 47.5% state ajd {tax broadening) in the district of averagé
state wealth. In comparing columns 7 and 8 it is readily seen that the
actual revenue {column 8) is considerably less for districts‘unde} $44,000
;ull vafue per pupil. Districts in the above $44,000 catgpories are mostly
large cities, middle class suburbs, and\industria] enclaves. Exzept for
large cities, "favored" treatment for thése’dis;nicts cannot be Jjustified on

educational grounds. It is to meet the unigue needs of New York City in par-

ticutar that a major source of inequity has bean pirpetrated, the flat grant.
o

On the basis of full property value per pupil; New York City appears to be
wealth} by state standards, yet its financial néeds are well documented. The
City is a very important part of the state and its uniqueness deserves special
attention but not necessari\y,through‘the general school aid forﬁu1a. It
provides sthgoling for nearly one-th{rd of the state's public schoel children;

it spends pearly one-third of all elementary and secondary school funds; it is
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the home of over 40% oé the state's total population; and it possesséz Cver ‘~\\
40% of the state's wealth. In meeting New York City's special requireronts
through a formula designed to equalize full property valuation per pupil,
however, millions of dollars are thrown into districts which have no urusdal .
nead but which, on ;He contrar}, have unusual abilify to cencrate tix monies
Tocally. . .
' Thé time has come to recognize tle limitations of genreral aid and to

* ~ .

There is

\

use mere freely categorical aids to meet special circuﬁstance:;'
mych:precedegt for such including the present‘:r&nsportation aid and former

special aids-to rhildren with vi<10u3 handicaps:\\ln a Study for the )
Fleischmann Comnission, Arvfd Burke goes so far as to suggest that the ’ b
Legislature snould hangle New York City's financial needs totally apart from

anx.%ormulas which apply to the rest of the state. H2 conc]udeé. “The data *

presented here do indicate that if the [Diefendorf] Yaw had been allowad to

operate without special provisions, the error in the disiribution between

large cities and shburbs-gwnéraIIy would have bé&en much grgqter than it has
beﬁp."4 . . .

Incsummary. the;bresent state aid fonéu]a does .not adequately*accom-
plish e'ther of its major missions, éqga]iza;ion:an& tex broadening, nor és
it ﬁ]yx1é1e encugh to meat the extraordinary needs of some districts. Tre &

...greatest inequities in the formula {¢self-have beén created by the atterpts
" to meet extraor&inar; nesds of a few distfic,s; espéciaily:New York Cit{.
through general f&rmula modifications. I} is suggested thét categorical

type aids are a more apﬁ%opriate route for recognizing -such peeds.

The Fleischmann Commission Recommendations. In recormending fuj}l state

Suppui b wl @ niform expenditure level, the Fleischmann Commission set forth

~§everai guiding principles. These incliude: . :

-0 -
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. The Comnission believes-that the responsibility for
raising educational revenues beiongs to the state.

Centralization and decentralieation are not mutually

contradiétory concepts; it is ¢learly passible to *
Have.centriJized financing and decentralized pelicy
making.

. Nhilé an equitable distribution~plan requirés that
educational expenditures T8F any child be a p}oduct *¥?“
of the state's total wealth rather than the wea]fh

" of a single school district, neither legal nor
mora) principles require identical educational

—ggpend}turés for each child in the state.
uhile equality of expdnciture in accordance with .
some reasonable eéﬁtat]onal standard may not
.inevitab]y result in higher quality education,
we feel that such equality is the essential fitst
step toward achieving that goa].5 1

The Cormission recommended establishing the uniform expenditure levél ini-

tially. at .an. amaunt'equivalent to the expend1ture of the 65th percentile

disteict (81, 035 for 1969-70). Revenue to finance the program would be
drawn from the\statg;s generalﬁ fund and a state levied tax on property at
tne rate of $?0;40 per $l;000 full valuation. To ﬁeet extraordinary edu-
cational needs, the Commission proposed an additional allocation from the o
state's general fund equal to 50% of the uniform suppoFf level for eash
child in a district classified as being below minimum competency i# reading
and arithmeti% skills as determined by the state's Pupil Evaluation Pfs—
graa (PEP). . ’

-1 -
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The greatest difficulty with the Cormission's recommendations arises
over the definition of "some reasonable educational standard." Equal inade-
quacy 1s<$?~iitt1e value to anyone. On the cther hand, the state cennot afford
equal opuiénce. The Fleischmann Commission éssgmes that the ;tatz Leg%s]ature
is competent to define an “adequate" standard of education and that having set
the standard {in dollars and cents, not in terms of program) comparable ser-f

vices can be purchased throughout the state. Fifty years of experience with \\\\\

foundatio?\*id formulas make the first assumption unacceptable. A cursory ~

_review of econamic statistics reveals the fallacy of the second. A single

expenditure level for all children of the state could well condenn all
children of the state to an inadequate level of schooling. '

In ﬁ.ﬁ;y. under a system of foundation aid, the characteristics of an
adeguate minimum educational pro;;:a‘atg‘{e.ined by the state. The cost of
such a program then H‘tomes the foundation'support level. The theory has
proven tc be“1nopefable. The differences between the foundation concept and
the Commission plan are that the cducational programs defined under the Con-
mission plan would be somewhat in excess of an "adequate minimum measure"
and that local dist.icts could not use their own reédurcés to enrich the pro-
gram. The same thf1cu1ties encountered in defining a foundation'brogram
will be encountered in defining a uniforﬁ support level. It was pever possible
to describe the characteristics of an adequate minimum program suiteble for
all school districts and for a)) children under all circumstances in the state.
If such had béen defined, cost variations within the state prec]ﬁded the
establishment of ; single foundation support level, In practice, the founda-
tion Support level turned out te be a political compromise forged by pressures
generated by school people and advocates of other interests on the Legislature

and the governor withi= the Efaﬁbmic corstraints inherent in the state's tax

. -2 -
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collectiﬁg capacity. ‘ . \

Since the foundation level tended Eo Tag far behind actual expenditures,
the definition of an adequate educational program was actually left to each
school district within the constraints of its own resources. In this poli-
tica] process, advoéates of qualfty educational services Have consisted pri-
marily 9f scheol related groups. Their‘arguments and their effectiveness in
securing economic resources for public education was greatly-enhanced by
their ability to draw on the data generated by the decisions made by 741
independent school districts. To remove all local discretion in establishing
expendi ture levels would remove from advocates of qﬁality services their most
potent lobbying weapon thereby leaving resource allocation- decisions to be
made largely on other grounds. The Cofmission itself recognized that there
is no absolute standard of educational sérvices. In setting $71,036 as “the"
expenditure level for the state, it drew on the coliective wisdom of the 741
independent school boards and selected the 65th percentile of actual prac-
tice. But {f the Commission's recommendation is accepted, there wiﬂi never
again be an experience test of the adequacy of the sing]e prescribed support

?1evel. ;

In essence a uniform support level would continue the stéte in its
present situatfon but without the safety check on state inaction provided by
local initiative to supplement state aid. For a variety of reasons, the '
Legislature does not always respond every year to normal financial pressures
on schools. This is dramatically illustratad by Figure 1 which shows -the
annual rate of change in revenue from state and local sources. Changes in
local revenues run counter to changes in state aid. When the state does not
act, the school districts do. Annual changes in state and local revenue
range rather widely petween 1 and 22%. Because of the counter effect, total
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révenue fluctuates much less, ranging between 8 and 16%. It is assumed here
that a regular expenditure pattern_is?, .erable to an irregular one.

One could argu= that the state behaves in an irregular faghion because
it realisticai.y depends on local school districts and that.if this option
were removed, it would respond regularlx. Ih any event, one de%ision-replaces
741. On the surface this is the height Qf efficiency - if the state Legis-
latu;e were }nfa11ab1e. Unfortunately,.it is not. Like the girl withlthe
curl, when a legislative décision is good, it is very very §ood, but when it
is bad, it is horrid, Local school districts are not infallable either, but
when there are 741v33cisions, the law of averages is working to dilute the' A
bad decisions. They effect relatively few children. (Nothing in these
statements should be gpnstrded as suggesting that 741 is the optimum number
of school districts for the state. The thrust of the argument is that

dg;cntralizép fisca);qétisiop-making holds certain attractive advantage1

. i
Further, a single state expenditure level fails to recognize cost /
t

differentials in the state. In 1972 the median expenditure for New York City

over centralited decisidn=making.)

suburbs was $1,435; for New Ygrk City, $1,283; for upstate cities, $],08§;

for upstate suludrban districts, $991; and for ‘upstate non-suburban distffcts,
$992. The,differengp between upstate and the New York City metropo]itqn area
is substantial, probably ref]ectjﬁg differences in costs rather than diffe:-
ences in program quality. (The State's PEP program reveals little djfferegce
in pupil achievement, among regions. Qualitative-differences are moré likgay to
be reflected by variations of expenditures within regions.) HNew York State has
at least two cost areas, the New York City Metropolitan Area and the rest of
the state. Probably several others could be identified upstate. Any state

aid scheme must be sensitive to these differences or it will either under-
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Figure 1.~ Percents of increase. over previous kmm.. of Total Revenue*,

. New York Sta.e 1961 - Sum

*from state and local sources
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fipance one area or overfinance the cther. An alternative proposed by the . !

eracuse University Research Corporation (SURC) would adjust a uniform aid
level b; 3 regional cost of education index,6 Tﬁis is preferdbie to a single
. aid Ievei. but, at best, indexes can only provide gross corrections. In the
case of the SURC study the index for each regicn was computed by dividing the
state mean salary by the reglonal mean of salaries at the 25th, 50th, and
75th percentiles. At worst, fndexes become palitical footballs., Once {nsti-
tuted, experieﬁcg shows that P {5 very difficult to update or to eliﬁinate
jndexes as conditions warrant. ) "

Finally, permitting variation in local expend}tures enhances the power
of Tocal schopl districts {n accommudating local preferences® This'éan be

done to only a limited extent within a uniform expenditure feve]. With no

absolute pedagogical principles to guide educational decision makers, valuable

empirical evidence may t;e ga‘lnﬁm—the encouragement of a variety o'f

educational programs even when some are more costly than others. From a.

political standpoint, such a procedure certainly holds the potential for

lfA redﬁcfhg social stress in that the interest groups which must be satisfied
within any given school district are less than for the state as a w@ole.

In sumnary.‘this analyst<sees as the major weakress of the Comnissian’
proposals its recunn@ndat{on of a uniform e;penﬂitufe leﬁel for the entire
state. With no absolute pedagogicaljktandards. it is suggested that the net
effect of many independent decisions effecting small groups of children -is
preferable to a single decision made at the state level. 'It is also argued
that, even if there were an absolute Stdndard, cost variations would precluce
setting a ;ingie expenditure figure for the entire state. While gross cor-
reclions o b2 ~ade via the index route, it is breferab]eito allow some local

discretion for making finite adjustments. A limited amount of local discretionary

!
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author]ty in setting e{&:nd1ture levels permits the district to meet h19her
costs because of uniqe iE%T;-dhditlons without unduly comp11cat1ng a formu]a
Such discretion a]so permits accommodation of local priorities which 3re difh
ferent from state -priorities. - -

Power equalizing. "“Power eqya11z1ng' is a tetm coined by Coons, Clune

and Sugarman in their 1nf1uent1}§ book, Private Wealth and Public Education.’

.
The book analyzes the inequities of public school finance in the United States
and probosék legal strategies for seeking judicial relief. The court deci- ~

sions in California, Minnesota, Texas, Arizona and Néw'dersey stand in testi-

~ mony of the effectiveness of their arguments. The authors 1deﬁéify ‘two

essential charcteristics of a power equalizing system of state aid.

‘First, any right of subunits of the state to be .
. relatively wealthy for educationallpurposes is
' " denied. The total financial resounces of the
. state should be equally available tp all publiq
‘ BV _school children. Ultimate responsihility for
. public schools is placed squarely with the
state. Second, on the other hand, the units
should be free, through the taglog mechanism, ®
to choose to share various amounts ofi the
* state's wealth «(by deciding how hard they
N are willing to tax themselves).8 .
* ? These two conditions would be realized by making the state responsible
for a percentage of a school district's budget (locally determined) as cal-
i culated by some variation of the following formula .
’ ' school d1str1ct ability -
State Afd Ratio = 1.000. - state average ab111ty \
As written, the ¥d ratlo derived from the above” formula Qou]d be negative for
N
all districts of av\nage wealth. Such districts would have to pay a
portion of their local tax col]ecgions to the state which would help defray
the sg:::;s cost of compensating districts of below average wealth. The above
- ~ ‘
N formuld satisfies only the equalization mission of state ald. The tax
. . - 17 =
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broadening mission can be satisfied by adding another veriable to the formula,
. . N .

the percentage of school costs to be raised Tocally by the district of average

wealth. {In the above formula this percentage is assumed to be 100%.} The

revised formula becomes: - T : .
» N .
o { % raised locally )
State Aid Ratio = 1.000. - { by district ef X school district ability }
’ » average weal;h . state average ability s

As the percentage to be raised locally drops, the amount of tax broadening aid

increases and the number of districts having to pay negative aid decreases.
) ]

Expenditure {evels of school districts_are a tunction of effort alone
under such a system. Returning to Table 1 for purposes of illustration,
column 7. reports the expen&ituré level which would be realized through a power

" equalization fonﬁuli (assuming 47.5% state sharing of costs in a district of
e “average wealth fer the state) given the tax rate reported in column 5. In
th1s sxampi&, any district regérdless of its wealth would realiae a $1,270
efpend1t&re level with a Jocal tax rate of $]8.33 per one thousand dollars of
. ¢ full valuation. Likewise, a tax rate of $23.86 would yield 'ﬁenue in the
amount of $1,653 per pupil. Power equalization cu]}ivates Jﬁ: freedom of
local sthool districts to vary in the quafity and character of their educa-
tiofal offerings. Because the artificial stimulants to high expenditures,
rélatively high levels of wealth, are removed, the range'of expenditures among v .
school ‘districts would be reduced. Variation iﬁ'expenditure shcula.become
r;ndop with ;espect to wealth. . I L
& I o The present Néw York State formula is frequent1y.1houghf of as being
; power equalizing formula of the "percentage equalizing" Zariety. It is not

because of the many restrictions placed on the free operation of the formula

including: the $860 ceiling on aidable expenditures, the 90% Jimit on state

A ]
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shaéing, the $310 minimum guarantee, and save-harmless provisions.‘ To qualify
as a power equaliziﬁg formula, these woula need to be'éliminated and negative
aid instituted for districts with a computed negative aid ratio.

Coons, Clune and Sugarman recognize that under such a system, children
in one school district may receive a better or worse schoolingvthan those in
another district. They view this as being one of {its attractive character-
{stics in that 1t permits parents to select?school] districts in which to live
whtch match the educational aspirations they have for their children. They
see this as stimulating parental {nvolvement 1n local school matters. The
Fleischmann Commission, on the other hand, termed power equalizihg as an
1nadequateAaltérnat1vé because of the expenditure vartation it encouraged.
They wrote: A A ,

The quality of & child's education should,
in our view, be no more a function of how

highly his neighbors ;alue education than
how wealthy they are.

In responding to the 1de; gf un}formity in expenditure, Coons, Cluge and
Sugarman state: fue do not oppose uniformity as unfair, but merelzq:;\Qqﬂise.
largely éecause we prefer to stimulate local ‘lncentive."]0

- This analyst is 1m?ressed with the arguments of the advocates of power
equal;zing ;lthough he céﬁnot Justify the range of expenditures which exist
in Rew York state. In removing the artificial stimulants to high expenditure
{t 1s reasonable tb beljeve that this range w11l‘be reduced, but to what
extent is unknown. This analyst is ;lso impressed with lhb Cormission's ars
gument that the quality of a child's education should be no more a function
of his neighbors' educational aspirations than of their wealth. This, coupled
with tbe increasing evidence of the tenuous I!nk between expenditure level
anJ pupil performance, would.argue for at least control over the extremes of

"i . -19 -



school district expenditures if not for the establishment of a uniform expen-
diture level for the state.’ ) I '

In summary, the present system of school finance makes the expenditure‘
per pupil of school districts a function of their taxable wealth and of their
tax effort. Power equalizing removes taxable wealth as a variable leaving
only their tax effort. The Fleischmann Commission's recommendation of a uni-

form expenditure level removes this last variable thereby bringing about

L equality of expenditure and effort throughout the state. o

.
‘

An Alternate Pfcposal’

Guides for designing a school finance program. AGrowing out of the

* ) abov; dis;ussion. éhe following are recommended by this analyst as guides for
- designing a school finance program.
1. The state has overall responsibility for the provision of
educational services.
2. Thé state.may define acceptable performance §tandard;_for
educational {nstitutions.
3. The state may define expenditure constraints for school
districts in the 1ight of state resources.
3a. Wide variation among districts in educational expen-
ditures cannot be 3ust1ffeﬁ in terms of societal
interests, - .
3b. Eceonomic, social and environmental variations in
 the state preclude the establishment of a single
Expenqiture level for the entire state. Local
avthorities are in the best positibn to make

finite expenditure adjustments.
.20 - o
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éc. Since there is no absolute standard of an adequate
gdbcationa] program, limited local discretion pro-
vides state authorities with data critical to the
establishmept of reélistic expenditure ranges.

4l Within established constraints, the taxing ability for each
school district should be equal to the taxipg'ability of the
whole state, i.e., a given tax rate in any school district
should produce as much, but no more, revenue per pupil as a
similar tax rate T;vied against all the property in the state.

5. The state and federal governments should gradually increase
the praportion of educational costs they provide through
non-property taxes. .

\\\ 6. The a%d fermula shouid automatically adjust to changes 1ﬁ
educaﬁional costs, educational need, and local taxing
abt ity

7. ~The relationship.between state aid and its oﬁject1ves

should be apparent. The implication is that more than
one formula may be required to accomplish the objectives
of the present operating aid. (i.e., Aid for meeting
extraordinary educational néeds should be separate from
aid to correct for the uneven distribution of wgélgh
among‘school districts and to relieve the burden on the
property ﬁax.)

8. The .cost of meeting extraordinary educational needs
, “should be financed solely from state and federal funds. .
Of the e1gﬁt guldes, only number 4 is uniquely identified with power equsliz1ng;

number 6 is satigfied by surh an approach; and number 5 may be eastly

S

&P
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1n;orpurated into the formula. Numbers 2, 3,7 ;nd 8 are limitations on the
free operation of the‘power equalizing concept.
The proposal presented below represents a translation of these guides
into an oparitional school finance prograh. It includes: A
. a minimum support program below which no district may :
spend financed from‘the state's general fund and man-
dated property taxes;
. a discretionary range of expenditure which js supported
by_stgte and 10251 funds accprding to the power equali-
zing concept 1ncﬁu&1ng:a negative aid provision whereby
) districts of extréme wealth pay to the st;fe awportion
.. of their properFy tax collections; . . & .
. @ maximum suppd}t level beyond which no districf_may
spend; //
.'special aids for extragrdinaryegducational needs.
The objectives of the minimum suﬁport program, the discretionary’range of ex-
penditures and the maximum support level are to makg available to every child
in"the state educational services adequate for meeting the needs of a typicél
child, to equalize the preperty tax effort, and to distribute schooling costs
between property and non-broperty taxes. .The costs are financed through state,
local ahd non-restricted federal (if any) fundg. Thefbbéective of the special
aids is to provide adéquate educational serviceg_fqr,children with extra-

ordinary needs.

Minimum support program. A pure power equalization #ormula removes the

. economic 1ﬁbediments to inadequate expenditure levels, however it does not
guarantee the actual provision of such levels in school districts with

unusually low educational aspirations. For this reason it is perfectly
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appropriate for the state to mandate a minimum support brogram. In essence,
the existing school aid formula provides for full state financing of a mini-
mum support program of $860. Reve;ue for this is acquired from the state's
gené?al fund and a mandated local property tax of 13.58 mills. wWhile it is
true that a district may levy less than this.amount, very few pupils live in
districts which have so opted. Becau;e of the 5310 pe; pupil minimum guar-
antee of state aid, districts with wealth in excessfﬁ; $40,500 per pupil
enjoy a minimum support program above $860, e.g., $964 for Oswego, $980 for
New York City, $1,185 for Great Neck and $2,858 for Menands. This arrange-
ment violates the equity crlterja of the Serrano v. Priest type court rulings
cited earlier and of power equaiizing. One million four hundred thousand
children are in such/districts; one million are in New York City a]onej This
inequity could easily be eliminated by having the state levy the 13.58-mi11
property tax and distribute $860 per pupil to each district. Such a procedure
would require $258,0006,000 less from the state's general fund than does the
existing $860 program because the flat grant would bé eliminated and tax
.enclaves would be fully taxed. (The same level of savings could be achieved
by 1evyfn§“t£; tax at the county level and havigé the state pay the difference
between the yielh and $860 times the public school enrollment in the county.
2The county would then make available to each school district the minimum
support program,) -
The $860 support level is useful for the pgrpqse of seeing the trans-
lation between the existing and proposed systems. It is not useful for
meeting the guideline of a self-adjusting formula in terms of educational

costs. To accomplish this, i\ is proposed that the minimum support program

be defined as that amount at o} above which 80% of the children of the state

are educated. Using 1970-71 €xpenditure data, this would be approximatély
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-$950. Maintaining the specified average state sharing et 453, the mancatsd

property tax rate wou]d be 14.40 milis. To gradually decrease the reliance

upon the propecty tax, it is recommended that this levy be frdzgqfand that

increasing costs of the minimum support program be financed so]eiy'through
non-property state revenue and non-restricted federal aid.

Discretionary.expendi ture rence and maximum support level. A pure

power equalization formula removes the artificial stimu1ant§ to high expeﬁ-
diture, however, it does not remove the incentive,of what sone might viéw s
extravdgance. For this reason it may be prﬁdent to pro?ect the state écffers
with a maximum support Tewei even though the new econcmic constraints may
render such a ceiling unnecessary, Initially if vould be reasonable to
establish the ceiling at the expendituré Yevel at or above which 20% of the
children are eduzated. In 1970-71 this qmounted.to $1,260. In subseguert
years, as the minimum suppert projram floats, it is proposed that the dif-
fervave volicen the fcuﬁdation ang ceiliﬁg remain constant in absolute ’
dol‘ars, e.g.., if the minimum support program were st &t $950 and the cezlzng
set at $1 260, the absolute difference would be $310 unt11 the Legms]auure
saw fit to change it. This has the ef}ect of éalnta1n1ng & discretionary
range while gradually depressing the relative difference befween high and Tow
expenditure districts. . i

Expenditures within the discretionary range would be finanked with
state {and federal funds if revenue sharing becomes a reality)} and local funds
as determined by a power equalizing formula with the state {/fdderal) funds
1n1t1ally financing 49% of the cost in the district of average wea]tn Tre
percentage of state aid for expenditures in this ‘range would be de.ern1ned by

\

the following formula:

-~ 24 -



District full property valuation per pupil

Percen:ége State Aid.= 1.000 - .510 x State full property valuation per pupil

Using 1969-70 assessment figures, digtricts with full valuation per pupil in
excess of $63,500 would be in a negative aid situation. That is, they would
have to pay a‘portion of their tax coliections to the state. The net effect
of this procedure is to make eve:y district as able {but no more so) to finance
a given program as a district of average :;alth for the state. The, level of
expenditure within the state established maximum and minimum limits would be
detérminéd by each sghool district. . .
The power equalizing concept frankly admits the futility of defining a
single financial support level for the ehtire state and leaves it to local
, determination. The minimum support program coupled with state supervision

protects children in school districts with low educational aspirations from
an unacceptable (from the state's standpoint) level of services. Removing
artificial expenditure stimulants and the maximum support level protects the
state’s resdurces from the possibility of extravagant tastes of a few dis-

;tricts.‘ The stdte's‘levying of the property tax and the negative aid feature
of the discretionary expendituré aid distributes the property tax burden for
school purposes evenly throughout the state. High wealth enclaves would be
fully taxed. Poverty enclaves would no longer be over taxed. As séaie and
federal resources expand, additional relief to the property tax {tax
broadening aid) may be granted by Tncreasing the state aid ratio in the dis-
trict of average wealth above 49% and by freezing the property tax ééte
mandated for the minimum support program as the level of the program rises.

Special aid for extraordinary educational need. The minimum support

program and disgretionary aids equalize the local taxing powers of school ’

districts and provide for tax broadening assistance.- They do not take into
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aceount extrcordinary educaticnal needs, however. Chief among the e is the
educatinnally disadvantéged child. Acccrding to state figures, neariy cne
million children are classified as perforning below minimum competence levels.
These are not distributed evenly arong school districts, but are concentrated
in large cities. This analyst coneLrs with the Fleischmann Commission that
these children deserve special recogmtion in the state's school finance
schere. Essentially, followirg the Commission recgmnendation,,it is propcsed
that .‘e state (from state and new, non-restvicted federal funds) pay to each
district an amount equal to 50% of the maximum support level times the nurber
of below competence achievers. This money should be used solely for low
acﬂievers to supplement their regular program but need not be distributed
evenly among them. In making such allocations, it should be recognized that

at this time there is no adequate pedagogy for dezlin h educational depri-

vation. Under these circygstances, the state s d encourage school districts

to spend compensatory money in a variety of ways and to carefully evalute the

results. The state should monitcr the whole process in order to gain insights

into appropriate schooling treatments for educa.ionaily disadvantaged children
an&'to study the adequacy of this admittedly arbitrary adjustment.

te Fle{schmann Commission recummende that the number of educationally
disadventaged be determined through the reading and makhematics scores
act.ieved by third grade youngsters in the state's Pupil Evaluation Project
(FEPY. It further recoxmendéd the eventual use of a reading rea&iness test
given earlier in the schonl experienke. For the lack of better data, this
analyst has used third grade PEP scores in estimating costs and distributions
of such aid; ho@ever. he would prefer an index of social and educational dis-

afvuicage w.artn 1S less subject to nanipulation than standardized achievement

tests. Even at the third grade level, there should be a substantial school
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effect upon achievement. This procedure, therefore, awards ineffective
teaching in addition to compc;\sating for the child's ini'ti'a'Tdésadvantagcmen:.
Testing would not be wholly satisfactory even if a reliable reading readiness
test could be produced since results canzvary widely according to the care
with which the tests are administered. To-guarantee un{form standards would
fequire extensive and expensive state supervision. The number of ADC (Aid
for Dependent Children) children might serve a; a relevant measure, but there
is considerable doubt as to whether or not the ADC program is administered
uniformly throughout the state. There is ample evidence that the best single
predictor of educational disadvantagement is!family income. The Commission
correctly observed that such data are not available by school district. It

would be relatively simple to begin to colfect it, however.

Existﬁng aids continued. Preferably, the state aid ratio for discre-

tionary expenditures should be applied to budgeted expenditure§ in uhich cas;
growth aid and current budget aid would no longer be needed. [f the state
prefers to base aid payments on last year's actual expenditures, these aids
should b Fontinuet. Aid for existing building$ may have to be co;tinued as
is for 1e§a1 reasons. Futuré'builaings should be fgnanced either whol]y-by
the state or by the power equalizing concept. ,wiéﬁ the latter option, ald
should be paid at the same percentage as it is for operating expenditures.
Negative ;id on building costs shguld be in effect for unusuaily wealthy

districts. Transportation aid should continue as a categorical aid because

it is in fact an extraordinary expenditure. The percentage should be

increased from 50% to 100% of approved expenditures.
The transition, The economic dislocation would be too severe for some
school districts and for the state if these Proposals were instituted all at

once. For this reason a gradual implementation is recommended. The minimum
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‘5upport program should be fully imposed the first year/ For each district
experiencing more ther a iSZ increase in experditurs ifveI. the Cerissionar
- of Education should apboint a state cv;rseer to assist the district in using
1ts availahlc resources wisely. Discretionary aid chould become effective
immediatcly but the negative, aid pﬁoQisicn should be suspended the ?irst year.
In the second year, a negative aid Jistrict would be subject o 1/5 of {ts
commitgept. The proportion of its commitment which it must pay would iacrease
until in the sixth year it would be sugigc:‘fé the full amount. The ceilirng
for districts spending above the maximum support level would be their expen-
diture the year prior to the year the new pfaﬁedures go into effect. The
cei]ihg would remain at that level until the maximum support level flcats
above it. As for the special aid, 33.0% of qualifying aid ;ﬁou1d be paid
the first year, 46.4% the sacond and an additional 13.4% each year until the®™
sixth year wnen all aid t¢ which a district is qualified would be- paid.

The cost. Based on 1970-71 data, the new cost to the state of full
implementation would be appro&imate]y 5610,000.000. The first year cost
would be appreximately 3390.000,900‘ IT in full operation in 1972-73, state
aid unde; this<p1an would represent 48.4% of projéctéd fotal expenditusces
including those made from federal funds. The first year costs {with pariial
1mp1eﬁtntation) would raise the per cent of state éid‘from its 1971-72 level
of 42.8% to 45.0%. “These percentages are ﬂbt out of line with past practice.

. In 1968—&9 state aid-equaled 48.3% of total expenditu?és. Costs to the state's .
gencral fund for New York City, upstate and the total state whgn the plan is

in full operation are reported in Table 2. Costs of implemeating the prograd

over a six year period are reported in Table 3.

) \
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Table 2. (ost to the Stale’s General Fund for Hew York {ity. Upstate,
and the Teial State When tha Prozosed Alterrative Plan is fn

Full Ozeration Sased ¢n 1970-71 Uata.

Actual cost 0 the state’s genoral furd of
Operating Eapanse ~id wiih $280 cetling.
SIID flas on2 =harmiess provisions

Upstate

Total
State

N.Y.C.
v

$616.3

($1,398.2

$1.632.5

Estizztad cost %0 tre state's gencral fund of
$E50 minirin sudsert program with no flat
grant ¢r save-nar=!ess provisions and the
randated 13,58 mill preperty tax levied at
the state or ccunty level

Estimated additlonal cest to the state's
general fund of raising the miniirum support
progriz to $95C witk frio flat grant or save-
harmless provisions and the ~ancated 14.40
mill precersy tax levied at tne state gr
county level

Estimated agditional cost to tha state's
general fund of a Poeer equalization
forr.la for expenéitures between $950 and
$1260 with 491 state aid for a district
of averzge wealth ind with a negative 2id
provision

{Sub-Total)

188.1

49.4

8.0
(315.5)

1.185.5

1637

nsa

{1,463.3)

1.373.6

213.1

197.1
(1,784.8)

Cost o ne state’s general fund of existing
progre~s to aid crildren wno are educa-
tionelly disadvantaged

Estimated additional cost %o the state's
genera! fund of raising special aids to
600,009,000 i

{Sub-Totad}

104.2

222.9
{321.1)

$9.4

213.5
(272.9)

163.6

436.4
(600.0) -

.

Total cost to the state's general furd of the
recommended operating expense aid formulas
and special aid

Cost of existing aids continued [{.e.. Growth

Afd, Current Budcet Aid, Building Ald,
Transportation Aid and Handicapped Fupils)

Total cost to the stite's ganerdl fund of
all aid programs to schoel districts

Present atd level {1970-71)
Kew money req'uired
New maney required under Fleischmann

Coarission Report (exclusiye of property
tax tredit)

Y

642.6

88.7

731.3
$70.3
161.0

3.6,

d

IRITRD

3243

2.066.5
1.616.4
© 45041

306.4

2.184.8

413.0

2,797.8
2,186.7
1.
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Table 3.

Costs to the State's Generzl Fund for Mew York City, Upstate,

.,

and the Total State over the Six Year Implementation Period
of the Proposed Alternative Plan.

Year Aid r:'.odifi cation N.Y.C. Ups,:;.ge To%al
1970-71 Actual Costs $570.3 $1616.4 1$2186.7
First no riegative aid; 33.8% special aid 657.7 | 1920.4 | 2578
SecorJd 20% neg‘atiQe aid; 46.4% special aid 672.4 194_9.6 2622.0
Third 40% ne'gat‘ive aid; 59.8% special aid 6871 1978.8 2665.9
Fourth 60% negative aid; 73.2% special aid 701.8 2008.0 3709.8
Fif.th_ % negative aid; 86.8% special aid 716.5 |, 2037.2 2753.7
$ixth Full operation ' 731.3 271978
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The prirsry difference between this proposal and the Fleischmann Com-
rission FZcornendations is the aid for discretinnary expenditures. This power
equa]iz1ng proposal establ1shes a minimum below the support level proposcd by
the Commissicn and a maximum above that level. The property tax rate quUIrLd
to support ine.l.~mission plan is $20.40 compared to $14.40 for the minimum
c.pport prografand $19.10 for the maximum support level. A strict adherence
to_the pover equalizing concept &s set forth satisfies the equity criterion
of the Serrano v. Priest and similar cases as well as does the Commission's
recomendation. The ﬁatter of equalizing the local préperty tax base would
be taken ceré of once and for all. There are enough se]f adjusting elements
in the formula So that it would not be necessary for the Legislature to
closely review it ever} year; yet there are sufficient safeguards:to protect
state resdﬁ;ces from unreasonable demands. EVery four of five years the
Legislature should submit the entire financial arrangement to careful review.
The Legisl?ture should be particularly sensitive o the shifting of the
financial :burden of public education from properti‘(local)‘to non-property

(stete and federal) taxes. It should also regularly review tha effectivenass

- with whigh special aid is being used and the adequacy of the appropriations.

In establishing maximunm and minimum support levels, this analyst opens
himself -to criticisms similar to those he levied against the uniform support
Tevel of the Commission. There are important differences, however. First, a
range of expendi tures is permitted sufficient to include school districts
educating 0% of the children in the state when expenditures were unfettered.
Those who propose no limits have the unenviable responsibility of justifying
a ratio of high'to low expenditures of 5 to 1 with the high expenditures being

typncaﬂy ;uﬁd in upper ‘socio-economic status suburbs and low expenditures

being foung in lower socio-economic status rural ‘communities. fihen initially

y -3 -
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placed in operation, by definition, 205 of the children of the state will be
in distr%cts at the minimum support level and 80% will be at the maximum sup-
port level (or above’i% the first years of operation). As inflationgry and
other pressures cause minimum suppo}t'disyricts to increase their expenditures,
the minimum suppcgrt level automatically increases to includv% of the
children. The max?mum support ieve] increa;es by the same amount. If the
pressure for 1ncre$sing expenditures at the bottem are greater than those ;t
the top, the percentage of districts at the maximum support level will drop
below 20%. On the other hand, if pressures at the top are greater, thel
percentage will rise above 20% and the Legislature will have valuable evidenée
that the maximum support ievel is too low and need; to be raised. By the same
token, in the unlikely event that we enter a deflationary period, an exceass of
20% of the children in minimum support.districts would indicate that this
level may be too high and should be lowered. v ‘
N Tue differences in political implications between this and the Com-
mission's proposal are enormous. Under a uniform expenditure plan, every
year every school district and every educational lobbyist will Le putéﬁng full
pressure'on the Legislature to raise the expenditure level because every
district is at that level. Under the power egualizing plan, initialfy only
those districts at the maximum support level tapproximately 20%) would be
praessuring the Legislature to increase it. If the bottom increpsé; faster
than the top, the pressure will actually decrease. if the top moves feséer
than the bottom, pressure will gradually mount as more anc more districts
arrive at the maximum support level. Eventually the pressure wgll become
sufficient to convince the Legislature that the maximum needs to be raised.

Tnis certaiply would not become an annual event.

«
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In summary, the poher equalizing propcsal maximizes the strengths of
central and decentral fiscal decision uiaking while minimizing thair weaknesses.
\
. : . , . \ . .
The six year implementation schedule makes its costs reasonable considering

the financial constraints of state and local resources and the educational

L

rieeds of the state.

N

- 33-



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

hew York State Conaissibn cn th
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Arvid J. Burke, "Apzencix 20, Distribu
Cis.ricts, 1962-70 and the Ciefdndort

fFor example, Dick hetzer, in his compr
prepjerty tex, conclules, ‘There is, th
centinuing the pregert ‘ a form
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